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American Querifts 

ar 
- Somz QUESTIONS Profostp 

RELATIVE TO 

Ta PRESENT DISPUTES 

) «BETWEEN 

GREAT BRITAIN, 
AND HER 

AMERICAN COLONIES. 

Bi a NORTH-AMERICAN. 

We are not to think every clamorous Haranguer, or every 
mae Repiner. Se @ Court, is therefore a Patriot. | 
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Re-printed by Mites and Hrexs, and Sold at their 
Printing-Office in School-ftreet, 1774. 
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AMERICAN QUERIST. 

I. HETHER 4mericans have not a 

right to fpeak their fentiments on 

fabjects of government ; and whether all 

attempts to check and difcourage freedom 

of fpeech, any farther than to prevent the 

licentious abufes of it, are not to be confi- 

dered as unwarrantable ufurpations, tending 

“to introduce and eftablifh a bondage of the 

worft kind ? 

2. Whether Americans have not an equal 

right to exprefs their fentiments, when they 

happen to differ from, as when they happen 

to correfpond with, the popular opinion ? 

3. Whether I differ more from another, 

than he differs from me; and, confequently, 

whether he has a better right to abufe me 

for a difference of fentiment, than I have to 

abufe him ? 

4. Whether 

=e = 
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4. Whether bigotry be not naturally pro- 

ductive of intolerance, and whether bigotry 

and intolerance in politics be not as abfurd 

in reafon, as mean in their nature, and as 

deftructive to fociety, as bigotry and intole- 

rance in matters of religion ? be, 

5. Whether there can be a greater proof 

of bigotry, either in religion or politics, 

than an obftinate refolution to hear or fee 

nothing that is offered on the fubject in quef- 

tion, by perfons who are {uppofed to be of 

different fentiments ? ye Esa Reet y 

6. Whether fuch a refolution be not alfo 

a proof, that a man is confcious of the weak- 
nefs of his caufe, and afraid of the force of 

thofe arguments which may be offered 

avant him? ;. 04% Peeke. 

7. With regard to the prefent difputes be- 

tweenthe Britifh American colonies and their 

mother country, whether there be not many 

of the colonifts, who, by refufing to hear or 

fee what is offered on the fide of govern- 

ment,* betray the abovementioned confci- 

oufnefs and fear ? | | } 

8. Whether 

® It is faid that many perfone, ‘and fome who hold places 
of tra under government, have put a ftop to their News- 

papers, not becawfe the advocates for the colonies are not 

; allowed 
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elas : 

8. Whether political bodies do not refem- | 

ble animal bodies in many refpects; and 

whether, when they are difordered, the fame 

regimen and management which are needful 

for one, may not be proper for the other, 

in fimilar cafes ? ae , 

9. Whether the merican colonies do not 

confider themfelves as compofing one dif- ! 

tinct political body * ; and whether this body .. 
does not appear at this time to be deeply . & 

difordered ? , Sie . | 
10. Whether the diforder of the colo- . 

nies, to fpeak in language taken from ani- _ 
mal bod’es, be not of the feveri/h kind, as 
it is attended with an irregular, high pulfe, 
and difcovers, in fome parts, a dangerous 

{welling and inflammation; and whether it 
has not been occafioned, in a great mea- 
fure, by their own imprudence and tntem- 

perance ? 

11. Whether heating dofes do not, in all 
cafes, tend to increafe a fever; and whe- 
ther inflammatory publications and ha- 

rangues 

allowed fair play by the printer, but becaufe thofe who are dif- 
pofed to think more favourably of the adminiftration thar fome 
of their neighbours, are allowed to fpeak. 
_ * They form one political body, of which each colony 
isa member.” — | 

Pennfylvania Farmer’s Letters. 
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rangues be not fo many heating dofes, with 

regard to political bodies ? | 

12. Whether, in inveftigating the na- 

ture and caufe of diforders, and in fixing 

upon a method of cure, we ought not to 

have recourfe to plain facts, and to gene- 

ral and eftablifhed principles, inftead of be- 

ing governed by the advice, and relying 

upon the opinions of notorious quacks and 

empiricks, who have an intereft in deceiving 

us? 

13. Whether fome degree. of refpect be 

not always due from inferiors to fuperiors, 

and efpecially from children to parents 5 

and whether the refufal of this on any ocea- 

fion, be not a violation of the general laws 

of fociety, to fay nothing here of the obli- 

gations of religion and morality ? 

14. Whether what conflitutes right con~ 

duct among men, does not conftitute right 

conduct among facieties, or bodies of men, 

with regard to one another ; and whether the 

latter can be lefs criminal, or their conduct 

lefs difgufting and fhocking to the genuine 

feelings of the moral fenfe, when they 

tran{grefs the common rule of duty, than 

the former ? 
15, Whether 
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15. Whether Great-Britain bears not a . 

relation to thefe colonies, fimilar to that 

of a parent to children ; and whether any 

parent can put up with fuch difrefpectful ye 

and abufive treatment from children, as E 

‘Great-Britain has lately received from her 

colonies ? ep 

| 16. Whether all true friends to the co- 

— lonies, with whatever zeal they may think 

 themfelves bound to affert and fupport their 

claim, ought not, from a regard both to : 

duty and fafety, on every proper occafion, : 

to exprefs their difapprobation of a beha- 7 

viour, which is indecent and fhameful in it- if 

felf, and which has brought upon the .4me- 

vicans the indignation of a power, which the 

proudeft nation in Europe reveres, and under 

whofe refentments the ftrongeft would 

tremble ? 

17. Whether it be a mark either of wif- 

dom or candour to believe, declare, or in- 

finuate, that Great-Britain has acted alto- 

__ gether from wrong motives, and the colo- 

-- nies altogether from right ones ? 

18. Whether there can be any medium 

between being fubjects and not fubjects 5 

and whether, if the <mericans be not Britifh 

fabjects 
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fubjects, they aré not, with regard to Great- 
Britain, aliens anc foreigners ? 

19. Whether, ifthe colonies be a part of 
the great Britif; community, they are not 
neceffarily fubject in all cafes, to the jurif- 
diction of that legiflative power which re- 
prefents this community, or, in other words, 
to the Britifh parliament ? 

20. Whether the fupremie legiflative au- 
thority of every nation does not neceffarily 
extend to all the dominions of that nation + 
and whether any place, to which this au- 
thority does not extend, can juftly be faid to 
be a part of its dominions ? 

21. Whether, in confequence of a freneral 
grant, parefentis claims, founded upon par- 
tial conftructions and remote inferences; 
which are contrary to the apparent. intereft 
and defign of the etl can he wee? ; 
either in law or in equity ? 

22. Whether any dired evidence has his 
therto appeared in favour of the exemption 
for which the colonies. contend ; and whe- 
ther it does not concern the managers of 
their caufe, previoufly to any other fteps) to 
produce Yuck evidence in-fupport of their 
claim? 

I 23. Whether 
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ce 4 
, 23. Whether there be any proof or pro- 
babitity, that, when the firft grants of land | 

in America were made by the Britifh crown 

to Britifh fubjects, it was intended by the 

former, or underftood by the latter, that 

they were to be no longer fabjec& to the fu- 

preme legiflative authority of thé Britifb 

nation ? } 

ware Whether, fuppofing this to have been 

really intended, it was in the power of the 

crown to alienate any part of its dominions, 

without the advice and confent of parlia- 

ment ? : 

ion ‘Whether the above fuppofition 
does 

not imply, that the executive power is able 

‘at pleafure, to annul, alter, or reftrain. the 

legiflative power, which 1s the greateft ab- 

furdity ! 
i 

26. Whether the exeniption contended 

for be not inconfiftent with the nature of 

dependent colonies, and compatible only 

with the idea of ‘independent ftates ? | 

27. Whether a right in _the colonies to 

choofe which laws of Great-Britain they 

will obey, and which they will difobey, 

would leave any obligation to. obedience 

at all ? | ; tebe 

BY 28, Whether, 

h : eae Umaga tae abe “t is Tete yar xe but Saab 
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28. Whether, in fuch a cafe, the Ameri- 

cans, being not Englifh fubjects, can claim 
the protection of the Englifh laws, or talk of 
their ge, as Englibmen, with any pro- 
prie ty! 

29. Whether there has ever been a time, 
fince the fettlement of the Colonies, in which 
the nation appears to have thought, that it 
had not a full and compleat right of junit 
diction over them, Gate pec et the pri- 
vileges granted them by charter ? 

30. Whether there has ever been a time, in 
_which the colonies appear to have thought, 
that the nation had not a full and compleat 
right of jurifdiction over them, till about 
the year 1764 ? 

31. Whether more was exprefsly. granted 
or meant to be granted, by charter to. any~ 
of the colonies, than authority for regulating 
re{pectively heir own poli¢e; and whether 

-fach an authority, granted for the purpofe 
of internal regulation and government, can 
be fairly conftrued to exempt any fociety, 
or incorporated body whatever, from the 
fupreme legiflative power of that nation, 
to which it belongs ? 

32. Whether, on the contrary, obedience 
to 
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to the laws of Great-Britain, without any 
reftriction or exception, was not clearly ob- 
ferved in all the charters granted to the co- 
lonies ; and particularly, whether the right . 
of parliament to lay taxes, was not exprefsly i 
and literally * obferved in the charter of . 
Pennfylvania ? 3 | 

33- Whether therefore the Pennfylvani- | 
ans ought not now to be out of the queftion, | 
as they can have no plaufible pretence. for ie 
urging a claim, from which they have been . 
precluded by their own former ftipulation bp . 

34. Whether-the firft charter which was ul 
granted, for.the purpofe of colonization, by . 
the crown of England in 1606, and the fe- i 
cond, which was granted three years after- : 
wards, did nat fubject the two Virginia com- 

_ panies to laws.made by a council of the pro~ 
prietors refiding in England, firft nominated 
by the crown, and afterwards to be elected 
by the proprietors refiding in England ; 

_ and whether the fame charters did not pro- 
vide, that even the King: might tax all the 
inhabitants within the grant, by his {dle pre- 
rogative, without confulting ‘his’ parliament > 
and appropriate the monies, thus raifed by 
taxes, for the ufe and benefit of the crown 
oly? 

oh: CML Se: Whether 



Cm } 
“35. ‘Whether the ee granted upon. 

thefe terms ‘did not extend from latitude 34 

to latitute 45, and include all’ the country 

lying between Carolina and. Nova-Scotia, 

and confequently the prefent New- England 

colonies ; the inhabitants of which originally 

fettled under the very charters abov e-men- 

tioned, after having purchafed from one of 

thofe companies i: 

36. Whether the Maffachufetts company 

had authority, under their firft charter, to 

affefs or tax ‘the inhabitants for any purpofes 
whatever; and whether their having’ levied 

money of the inhabitants was not alledged in 

the writ of fcire facias iffued againft their 

charter, in the reign of Charles the fecond, 

as an act of notorious delinguency, upon 

which, judgment was given againft them in 
‘the court of King’ Bench; and the charter 
vacated ? oi i . 

37- Whether, i in the new charter, which 
was granted them by William and Mary, and 
under which they have been governed to 

the prefent year, the power. of levying taxes 
is not reftrained altogether: to. provincial and 
local purpofes, and allowed to be exercifed 
over fuch only as are inhabitants and propri- 

ctors in the provinces fo that the Englifh 
traders 
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traders and their goods, ‘which 

may happen 

to be in any of the ports of the province, are 

entirely exempted from this authority ! 

38. Whether the whole ‘tenor of this 

charter does not operate againft the claim 

‘that is made by the people of the Maffa- 

chufetts-Bay, evidencing the limitation of 

their legiflative authority, inftead of re- 

ftraining the power of the Britifh parhia~- 

Pent Bi cuts ly 7 

89. Whether the charter granted to 

Lord Baltimore, in 1632, did not exprefl- 

ly ‘provide, that the inhabitants of -Mary- 

land, for the future, flould be feparated 

from Virginia, and not dependent upon the 

government of that, or any other colony ; 

guT, that they fhould be fubjed immediately. 

to the CRowN of England, as depending 

thereof forever Bs Oe. cache 

40. Whether the charters granted by 

Charles the Second, to the inhabitants of 

Connecticut and Rhode-Ifland, are more than’ 

bare ‘charters of incorporation, erecting 

them refpectively into corporate bodies, 

and empowering them to. perform corpo- 

rate acts, in the fame‘manner, fay the char- 

ters, <* as ‘other our liege people of this our 

«* realm of England, or any other corpora- 
‘* tion, 

‘ 
e 
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** tion, or body politic, within the fame ;” 
neceflarily implying, that they were thought 
to be within the realm of England, and 
fubjet im all cafes, to the fupreme authori- 
ty of the realm ? 

41. Whether the charter of Carolina, 
pranted in the fame reign, did not fully de- 
clare the like dependency of the inhabij- 
tants, in the following words: ‘¢ Our will 
‘* and pleafure is, that they be fubject im- 
** mediately to our crown of England, as 
‘* depending thereof forever ; and that the. 
*¢ inhabitants fhall not, at any time, be 
‘¢ liable to anfwer to any matter out of our 
‘* faid province, other than in our realm 
‘* of England, and dominion of Wales ? 

42. Whether fubjection to the Crown of 
England ever meant, in public inftruments, 
fubjection only to him who held the crown, 
of England, in his private or perfonal capa- 
city ; and whether the laws do not ‘always 
mean, by the authority of the crown, the 
fupreme authority of the nation, reprefented 
by the crown ? 

43. Whether the ufe of the great feal 
of England, in ratifying the grants  above- 
mentioned, dacs not prove that, in each 

inftance, 



en 

Fs RI 

C15 2. 

inftance, the whole affair, on one faba was 
a public tranfacion, and in behalf of the 

nation, and that the fubjection, or depen- 

dency exprefsly referved, was to be of the 

ity 

44. Whether it does not appear from atts 
that have been made in. every reign, fince 
the founding of the colonies, that it. was the. 

fenfe of Parliament, that its authority over 

the American plantations was as full and un~ 

limited, as over any other part of his Ma~ 
jefty’s dominions : ? 

vAe4 “Whether the preamble to an wen of 
the parliament, 1 in 1650, although the ac& it- 
{elf was unconftitutional and invalid, did not 
expre{s the opinion of the wifeft men in the 
sation, and even of the fons of liberty, at 
that time, with regard to the point in quef 
tion, when it declared ; concerning the 
‘colonies and plantations ny Amie a that 
they had ‘‘ ever fince the planting there- 
‘C of, been, and ought to be, fubject to 
‘© fuch laws, orders and regulations, as are 
‘¢ or fhall be made by the parliament of 
‘¢ England ? , | 

465 Whether the following R cee Viz. of 

the 12th, sth, and 2sth of Charles I1.— 
of 

fame extent with the authority that required’ 

ih argh tas fag 

i 
| 

i 

Pit 
id i 

{i 

j i 

E 
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of the 7th and 8th of William and Mary, 
and more particularly an a@ paffed the fame 

year, entitled, ‘° An ac for preventing 

‘¢ frauds, and regulating abufes in the plan- 

‘© tations,’? and an act of the 11th, of the 

*¢ fame reign,” for the trial of pirates in 
America, an act of the gthof Queen Ann, for 

eftablifhing the poft-office in order that 

*¢ her Majefty may be Supplied, and the re+ 

“< ‘venue arifing by the faid office better im- 
“<< proved, settled and fecured to her Majefty, 

<< her heirs and fucceffors?’—and the feveral 

acts made in the late reign, relating to the 

manufacturing of hats, the. naturalization 

of foreigners, and rendering lands in Ameri- 

ca aflets, &c. I fay, whether fuch a fuccef- 

fion of fuch acts does not afford compleat 

evidence, that the parliament has always 

claimed, and exercifed; an unlimited jurif- 

diction over the colonies, whenever the oc- 

cafion was thought to require it? 

47. Whether in the late reign, when 
the aflembly of Jamaica withheld the ufual 

grants for the fupport of government in 

that ifland, and the miniftry defired the 

opinion of thofe two eminent lawyers, Sir, 

 Glement Wearg, and Sir Philip York, then 

attorney and folicitor general, on this 

point, whether the King, or his privy 
council, 
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council, had-not a right to levy upon-the q 
ie Rie the taxes that were wanted ; 
they did not.reply in the following words : 
‘© That if Famaica was ftill to be confider- 
‘¢ ed as a conquered ifland, the King had | 

<¢ fuch aright; but if it was confidered i 
‘¢ in the fame light with the other colonies, | 

‘* no tax could be impofed on the. inhabi- 
‘¢ tants, but:by the affembly of the ifland, 
‘Cor by act of enine Hels Pe gei i 

aes ‘Whether the right “t: parliament, to : 

- Impofe taxes upon the colonies, which ap- : 

pears to have never been. queftioned i in Eng- | 

land, was not generally. admitted in the co- 
denies and the exercife of it thought ex~ 
pedient, and neceflary fo vers lately a as in 

1755 - 

AD Whether the conptels at Albany in 
that year, confifting of gentlemen of the 
firt character from moft of the colonies, 
did not approve of, and agree to, the pro~ 

 pofal of general Shirley,, that,.‘* application 
‘¢ fhould be made to parliament, to empow- 
‘¢ er the committees of the feveral colonies 
‘ to tax them,’’ in proportion to their re- 

‘¢ {pective abilities, in order to raife a ge- 

¢ ‘neral fund for the common defence ?”? 

C.. ig. Whether 

“ 
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go. Whether, when Mr. Shirley’s plan, 

including this propofal, was laid before the 
affembly of New-York, it was not‘refolved 
by that houfe, after a proper -difcuffion of 
all the particulars, ‘* That the {cheme pro- 
‘© pofed by governor Shirley, for the de- 
‘t fence of the Britifh colonies in’ North- 
‘¢- America, is well concerted, and that 
*¢ this colony joins therein ?”’ 

st. Whether it could have been the opi- 
nion of general Shirley, or of the gentlemen 
at the congrefs, or of the houfe of affem- 
bly in New-York, that the parliament could 
delegate a power to others, with which 
they were not vefted themfelves ? 

52. Whether it has not been a ftanding 
maxim with our judges and lawyers, how- 

ever fome of them may have departed from 
it lately, that the original fettlers of the 
colonies brought over with them the laws 
of England that were then in force, from 
which they were not releafed’ by any fub- 
fequent charters ; and that all acts of par- 
liament that have paffed fince that period, 
in which the defign of extending them to 
the colonies is exprefled, have, and ought 
to have, the force and obligation of laws 
upon the colonies in general ? 

53. Whether 

> 
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§3. Whether the utmoft claim of the ‘co- 

fonies, at the time of the late ffampb-act, was 
more than an’exemption from the autho- 

rity of parliament,'as far as it related to 

internal taxation, for the i ae of a re- 
venue ? 

54. Whether it was not then allowed 
by the public advocates for -dmerican liber- 

ty, that the parliament had aright to re- 

gulate..the trade-of the colonies, and to 
Jay aeeee ‘both ‘on’ their imports and ex: 
ports * ; . 

5%. Whether 

! The very tefpectables author of 2 leading pamphlet in 
thofe times, entitled, Confiderations on! the propriety of im- 
pofing taxes, &c. declan’ his opinion. in. the following 
words. ‘* The fubordination of the colonies, and the au- 
** thority ofthe parliament to preferve it,» have been fully 

acknowledged. Not only. the welfare, but perhaps the 
exiftence of the mother-country, as an independent king- 
dom, may depend upsn her trade and navigation, and 
thefe (may depend) {fo far upon her intercourfe. with the 
colonies, that, if it fthould be neglected, there would 

“* foon bean énd to that commerce, whence her greateit 

‘ 

€ 

es 
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“* wealth is derived, and upon which her maritime 
(a4 power is principally founded. From. thefe» confidera- 
“* tions, the right of the. Briti/> parliament, to regulate 
‘© the trade of the colonies, may be juttly deduced ; a de-' 
“ nial of it would conttadié:the admiffion of the fabordi- 
** nation, and of the. authority to preferve it, refulting from. 

the nature of the relation between the mother-country 
‘* and her colonies. It is. a common, and frequently r4e 

ce 

“* moft proper method to regulate trade by duties on imports and 
exports. .'The authority of the tnother-caantry to ‘regu- 
late the trade of the colonies being unquettiogable, what 

‘€ regulations 

¢ n 

cs 
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55+ Whether the. parliament, receding 

from, but not meaning to give up, the 
right of taxation, did. not then; mect the 
colonies upon their own ground, -exercifin 

no more than the right that had been ad- 
mitted, of regulating their trade, and im- 
pofing duties upon a few of their own ex- 
ports to the colonies ? 

: 56. Whether 

¢€ 

66 

“ regulations are moft proper, are to be of courfe fub- 
mitted to the determination of the parliament.;, and 
if an incidental revenue fhould be produced by fuch regu- 
lations, thefe are not therefore unwarrantable.  - 

ee 

¢ 

** A right to impofe an internal tax on the colonies, 
without their confent, (for rhe-fingle purpofe of a revenue, 
is denied ; aright to regulate their trade,’ without ter 
confent, is admitted. The impofitiomof a duty may, in fome 
inftances, be the proper regulation. If the claims of the 
mother-country and the colonies fhould’ feem ‘en~fuch 
an occafion to interfere, and the point of right” to*be 
doubtful (which I take to be otherwife) it is'eafy ‘to 
guefs that the determination will be on the fidé of pow- 
er, and that the inferior wild be conftrained to fabmit.’? 

n 4 
é n 

a 

« 
“we 
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The worthy author of the Pesnflvania Farmer's Letters, 
fays, ‘* The parliament unqueftionably poffeft a /egal au- 
** thority to regulate the trade of Great-Britain and all ber 

colonies : Such. an authority is effential to the ‘relation be- 
tween a mother-country and her colonies, and neceffary 

“‘ for the common good of all. He who confiders thefe 
** provinces, as ffates diffin® from the Britifh empire, has 
** very flender notions of juftice, or of their interefts : We 

are but parts of a whole, and therefore there muff exift 
a power Somewhere to prefide and preferve the connefion in 

** due orders this power is lodged in the PARLIAMENT.” 

€é 

€é 

€¢ 

€¢ 

a¢é 
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56. Whether a regard to decency and 

confiftency ought not to have produced in 

the .dmericans a quict and peacable fub- 

miffion to an act, which was framed.on,the 

very principles that had been fo lately 

eftablifhed,, in behalf of the colonies '— 

But, 7 

57. Whether the colonies did not then in- 

troduce. anew diftintion, to take off the 

force of their former conceffions, contend- 

ing that duties laid upon the neceffaries of 

life, fuch as paper, glafs and paint (which, 

by the way, can be ‘called neceflaries only 

by a violent hyperbole) were equivalent to 

an internal tax, and therefore inadmif- 

fible ?. 

58. Whether the parliament, in farther 

compliance with this diftinction, did not 

then withdraw the duties they had laid 

upon fuch neceflaries, referving only, as a 

mark of their authority to impofe taxes, a 

{mall duty.of three pence per pound, upon 

an article of fheer luxury, which can never 

be materially ufeful to any of the colonies, 

and ‘which has been ‘very hurtful to all of 

them, occafioning fuch an expenfive man- 

ner of living as the inhabitants in general 

are unable to afford ? 
59+ Whether 
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$9. Whether the oppofition now made 

to this trifling duty, upon a hurtful luxury, 
is not as general, as vigorous, as clamor- 
ous, and as injurious to private property, 
and the alarm of danger to our conftituti- 
Onal rights, founded with as much vehe- 
mience and vociferation, asin the time of 
the dtamp-act ? 

60. Whether the facts here alluded to, 
following one another in fo clofe a fuccef- 
fion, do. not amount to a clear proof, that 
every indulgence or conceftion granted to 
the colonies operates againtt the authority 
of parliament, as for every inch given from 
a principle of generofity, an ell is demand- 
ed as matter of right; and whether the 
inference be not natural, that nothing lefs 
will fatisfy the colonies, than an abfolutée 
renunciation of all claim of authority or ju- 
rifdiction, in the Britifh parliament?” 

6%. Whether the maxim, that Englifh- 
men aré bound by no laws but fuch as they 
confent. to;. either perfonally or by their re- 
prefentatives, has not been grofsly mifun- 
derftood by our American patriots, and ve- 
ry abfurd inferences been drawn from it ? 

| 62. Whether 
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62. Whether the Engilifh conftitution 
does not make the king and‘ parliament 

the reprefentatives of all the people within 

the kingdom, whether they be actual elec- 

- tors or non-electors ? 

63. Whether a great part of the people in 
England can be faid to give their confent to’ 
the laws that are made, by any other repre- 
fentatives than thefe ? 

64. Whether perfons who have a right 

to vote in the election for members of par- 

liament, are not often bound by laws, to 

which they confent in no jfhape, except as 

above-mentioned ; they not approving of the 
Jaws; aud even the members for the coun- 
ty or borough in which they voted, oppof- 
ing and protefting againft the laws at the 
time of making them? 

i 

65. Whether, for inftance, a duty has 
not been laid upon hops, and an excife up- 
on cyder, when the hop-growers, and the 
makers of “cyder, and their friends in par- 
liament, have ufed their utmoft infinence 
to prevent the pafling of the law? 

66. Whether, therefore, the confent 
given, by them to the law, was not a 

confent without their approbation or liking ; 
and - 
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and whether fuch a confent, .which isthe 

only one given by many Englifhmen, be the 
privilege for which the colonies contend ? 

67. Whether therefore the maxim, that 
Englifhmen are bound only by laws to which 
they confent, can be true, otherwife than 
of the nation collectively, or the body of 
the people, while great numbers of them 
are forced to fubmit to many laws with re= 
luctance ! . 

68. Whether, if it were allowed to the 
colonies to fend members to parliament of — 
their own choofing, they would accept of 
the offer ! | 

69. Whether, while they would refufe- 
to fend members to parliament, they have 

any right to exclaim againft acts of parlia- 
ment, on account of their having no mem- 
bers in parliament to reprefent them dif- 
tinctly ? 

70. Whether the privileges enjoyed by 
virtue of the Englifh conftitution of govern- 
ment are not political privileges ; and whe- 
ther the natural right of the Americans can 
entitle them to the political privileges of 

Englifhmen, 
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Englifhmen, any more than to the politica 
privileges of Dutchmen * ? : 

z1. Whether upon a review of, the ar- 
guments that have been ufed in favour of 

the colonies, it be reafonable to expect that 
the Britifo parliament will be convinced 
by them ; or that, without conviction, af- 
ter their right to ‘govern, and regulate the 
trade of the colonies ; has been fo inde- 
cently~queftioned and denied, théy will not 
affert it in fuch a way, as fhall be thought 
moft expedient and effectual. 

72. Whether an effectual fupport of the 
authority of parliament, after fucha de- 
nial of it, can be fuppofed to have fo light 

an 

* This query is occafioned by the re/olues of fome of our 
former affemblies, and of fome of our late county-commit- 
tees, and by an Englifé pamphlet, lately re-printed in 
New-York, entitled, Confiderations on the meafures carrying 
on with refped? to the Britith colénies id America. The author 
of the pamphlet, who writes altogether ad populum, founds, 
the claim of the Americans, firft, upon the satural rights of 
mankind ; fecondly, upon the Enxglif conftitution ; and, 
thirdly, upon the provincial charters. He offers not much 
in fupport of the frf# of thefe points, becaufe the pofition 
would not admit of much to be faid in its favour; he fays 
but very little in fupport of the /ecoad, becaufe he has more 
refpec? for thofe able perfons who have handled the fubject 
before him, than to go over it again Jo much to its difadvan- 
tage ; and he fays nothing at ‘all upon the ¢hird, becaufe 
he very judicioufly thinks it beft, to leave the particulars of 
this fubjec? to themfelves (the Americans) who are bef ace 
Guainted with theme ~*  * cal pia: y 
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an effect upon the property of, Americans, 

as the fmall duty upon tea, if quietly fnb- 

mitted! to, neceffarily would have ? : 

. 73.-Whether.. therefore thofe.. patriotic. 

gentlemen, and patriotic Jabourers\ and me- 

chanicks, who have.urged on a greater evil, 

in order to. avoid a lefs, are in, reality, what- 

ever they may have intended, | friends te 

their country? §~ bondi 

74. Whether interefted, defigning men, 

---or men who court popularity as the 

great Sultana of their affections---or igno- 

rant men, bred’to the loweft. occupations, 

who have no knowledge of the general prin- 

ciples upon which civil fociety fhould be 

always eftablifhed---are any of them qua- 
lified’ for the direction of political affairs; 

or ought to be trufted with it? 

75% Whether the old wile’ Ne futor ul- 

tar crepidam, be not a good rule and pro- 

per for this day’? | | 

76. Whether the colonies, in a great mea- 

fure, havenot, for ten years paft,:been under: 

an iniquitous and tyranical government, 

namely, the government of unprincipled 

mobs sand whether experience has not yet 
convinced us, that this miode of governing a. 
country is moft deteftable ? 

77. Whether 
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77 Whether, the fons of liberty haye ever 

williugly allowed to others ‘the liberty” oF 

thinking ‘and acting for’ irhémielves f “and 

whether anyother bberty, than, that, ot feng 

‘as they. fhall, dire&, 3 1s to be. appa cd sCHHRS 

their, adminittration ea a so cia tens 

78. Whether it would ‘Hot Be fafer, oth 

‘to. our liberty and property, , to be ‘under the 

“authority of the Britifb parliament, “and! fub- 

ject to all thofe duties and taxes which they 

might think fit toimpofe sthan, to,be, under the 

gyvernment, of the. Americansfons of Liberty, 
_ without paying any duties. or taxesjat, ail. ben 

79. Whether ‘the unavailing alia 

that has been made’ to ‘parliament has. not, 

ince the commencement of the prefent year, 

been a greater expence, to the: 4iericais, if 

we allow for the neglect « of, bafinels, aid) eX~ 

_traordinary tavern expences, ,than all, the 

duties with which the parliament wonld: pre- 

_bably charger Liisa would. AmapBt to. in, ulbiey 
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80. Whether if the Briti/b parliament 

Should only leavems to ourfel yes, as tome: wife 

_perfons have ferioufly advifeds;jor Wf we,wexe 

able, to, compel them, tegtabratts 2. Our; own 

terms, which no, wile perfon can. imagineshat 
we are 5 eifhey event woud not re as great a 

. ; xy PF r rs at 
Mori, ? he we it ‘wee: 4 ad os ey am id . 2 eala~ 
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calamity to the colonies, in its natural confe- 

quences, as the peltilence ora famine ; 

81. Whether, without the fuperintending 
authority of Great- Britain to reftrain theni, 
the colonies would not probably be foon at 
war among themfelves; and whether with- 
out the fame authority to protect them, 
they would not probably foon become « a prey 

to fome Puen power. 

82. Whether, if the connexion of the co- 
‘lonies with Great- Britain were diffolved, 

they muft not immediately put. themifelvés 
under the protection of fome maritime power, 
lefs able to defend them, and lefs difpofed to 
indulge their froward and petulant humour ‘ 

83. Whether, in fuch a cafe, they would 
not be obliged to pay dearly for the protec- 

tion afforded to their fhips abroad, or to 

their fea~ports at home ; and whether this 
would not be 'a° much heavier burden, than 

that of the duties that have been demanded. 

ay the Britifh parliament ? 

84. Whether there can be any profpect of 
peace or fafety to the colonics, while they 
are under the difpleafure, and’ expofed to 
the refentment of Great-Britain : Py ee 

85» Whether therefore the Bai 
of 
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of Great-Britain to her colonies be nota 

matter of capital and fupreme importance, 

to promote which, every dmerican is bound, 

in duty to his country ; and as he values 

the peace of Ferufalem, to contribute his 

beft withes, prayers and endeavours? — 

86. Whether every thing that tends to 

obftruc& fo defirable an event, ought not to 

‘be confciencioufly avoided, and treated with 

abhorrence ? 

87. Whether Great-Britain can be fup- 

pofed at prefent to be in fuch a condition, 

or of fuch a temper, as patiently to put up 

-with our bullying and abufive language, to 

fubmit to our reproaches, or to be intimi- 

dated with our threatenings : | | 

88. Whether on the other hand, the con- 

tinuance of fuch provocations will not ne- 

ceffarily increafe the indignation of a power 

that is irrefiftable by us, and render an ac- 

commodation impracticable, but upon terms 

the moft humiliating to the colonies? 

89. Whether the feveral colonies, by 

having chofen delegates to reprefent them 

-at the congrefs, have not taken the matter 

in difpute out of the hands of the peo-~ 

ple ; and whether thofe, who, notwithftand- 

ing, ftill endeavour farther to inflame the 
paf- 

- 
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patlions * of the populace, already intox~- 
icated with a few magical founds, are not. 
to be confidered and created as incendiaries, 
{catering abroad the firebrands | of faction, 

i jn order to HP on the conflagration of 
| their country ! 

| . 99.. Whether what is farther. to be offered 
of on. the. fubje& in.difpate, fhould not be ad- 
oe drefled.to, the gentlemen of the Congrefs, 
a | who are entruttéd with, and anfwerable, in 
{ no {mall degree, both in this world and the 
Le neXt, “for: THE FATE OF THE COLONTES ; 

and whether, in that cafe, if we mean-not to 
affront thetig cool and impartial reprefen- 
tations and reafonings ought not.to charac- 
terife our future political productions ? 

| Ol. aviruine full confidence ought not 
| 

to 

* Asa fpecimen of the language with which the minds of 
the deluded Americans are poifoned againft the government, 
by fome of our weekly news-papers, the following paflage is 
{elected from HOLT’s paper of Auguft 18: 

_ ‘© We are affured that Captain William Bull, ina floop from 
this place, but laft from the Wett-Indies, is arrived at Wilming- 
ton, North-Carolina, and that the inhabitants of that place 
have bought his yeffel, and are loading her with provifions for 
the fupport of the town of Bofton ; which ought to be fup- 
ported at the expence of the laft mite, and ‘even the laft drop 
of blood in North-America, for their noble ftand againft the 
oppreffion and tyranny of a miferable, corrupt, debauched, and 

-almott bankrumpt adminiftration, devoid of fenfe, hamanity, 
and every principle fuperior to that of meer brutes ; an admi- 
ftration, compared with whom a common highwayin robber i is al- 
oo. a faint.” ~ 
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to be repofed in the wifdom, the prudence, 

and patriotic fpirit of our reprefentatives ‘ab 

the congrefs, who are gener Hy men of pro- 

perty, and have much more to rifque than 

moft of their conftituents? 

92. Whether it be not time for our far~ 

mers and mechanicks, and labourers, to re- 

turn to’ their bufinefs, and the care of their: 

families ; and all ferious Chriftians, to a 

fenfe of their duty ? 

“93. Whether it does not become us to a 

employ the prefent interval of reflexion, in 7 

examining, how far the principles that have ] _ 

| been propagated amongit us are conformable 

to reafon, and productive of good or evil to 

fociety'; and whether, in reality, they de- 

ferve to be’ countenanced or difcouraged'! 

94. Whether it would be amifg,° at the 

| faine time, to confider, how far the Supreme. . 

| Governor of the world, from’ whofe jarif- 

diction no refolves of town-meetings Cal 

exempt us, may be fappoled, from the de- 

elarations he has sade, to approve of our 

conduct 2 | 

gs. Whether the profperity of ftates, and 

of'all public focieties, does not depend upon 

his blefling 5 ‘and whether his blefing: is to” 

be otherwife expected, than’in the! way of 

conformity to bis precepts ! 
96, Whether 

qe 
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| 96. Whether he has given any difpenfa- 
tion to the body of the ‘people, under any” 
government, to refufe honor, of cuftom, or 
tribute, to whom they are due 3 to contract 
habits of thinking and /peahing evil of dig- 
nities, and to weaken the natural principle 
of refpect for thofe in authority ? 

‘875 Whether, on the contrary, he does 

not command us to /ubmit to every ordinance: 
EB of man for the Lord’s fake ; and require us, 

on pain of damnation, to be duly fubjed to the. 
of higher ROME 5 and not to refi/? their lawful 
a authority ? 

98. Whether, if it fhould finally appeary 
that the claim of the Britifh parliament is 
juf, and according to law, it be not a necef- 
fary confequence, that the. edtuics have re- 
fifted that power, which is ordained of God, 
and are in the high road to open rebellion ? > 

99. Whether thofe, who on. the prefent 
occafion, fo zealoufly proclaim their attach- 
ment to revolution principles, give not too 

much reafon to expect, that they are fond of 
* revolutions ? But after all, - 

100. Whether it be not a matter both of 

worldly wifdom, and of indifpenfable Chrif- 
tian duty, in every -4merican, to fear the 
Lord and the King, and to meddle not with 
them that are GIVEN TO CHANGE? 
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